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Exhibit 1 to Addendum No. 1
Official Questions and 

Responses from the City of Reno for 
the RFPP received by

Monday, August 20, 2001

No. Question or Clarification Response

1.1 What additional geotechnical/soil borings information will be available prior

to RFP release?

The City anticipates additional geotechnical boring information at some

selected bridge locations and additional soil boring information within the

54' right-of-way will be available with the RFP.

1.2 W hat additional ut ilities loc ation  (or po tholing) info rmation  will be a vailab le

prior to RFP release?

The City intends to advance the util ity engineering before issuing the RFP

including selective potholing.  Any additional information obtained will be

included in the RFP.

1.3 W ill a copy of the City’s GIS database and m apping for City-owned storm

drain and sanitary sewer lines be available?

Yes, to the extent available, such material will be provided with the RFP.

1.4 Will a test pit be provided? The City does not intend to provide a test pit at this time.

1.5 Will the AutoCAD files from Nolte be available to the Teams? Electronic files of all Project reference drawings will be available with the

RFP.

1.6 Will there be DBE goals for the D/B team? Yes, there will be disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE) goals for the

Design-Build Contractor.  The City is currently in the process of developing

the DBE program applicable to the Project in conjunction with the Nevada

Department of Transportation and FHWA.  The specific goals and the

City’s D BE p rogram , as w ell as th e res ponsibilities of th e De sign -Build

Contractor with respect to DBE participation, will be set out in detail in the

RFP.  The City currently anticipates that the Project specific goal will be at

or close to 5% DBE participation.

1.7 W hat a re the  requ irem ents  for the DB E firm  (e.g.,  certif ying ag ency,

revenue thresholds, office location)?

DBE firms will be required to meet the federal and NDOT requirements for

the DBE classification.  Proposers will need to provide evidence that the

propos ed DB E firms  were ce rtified as N evada D BEs b y NDO T at leas t 5

days before the date on which the final proposals in response to the RFP

are due .  Any further  details rega rding DB E require men ts shall be s et forth

in the RFP.

1.8 Please clarify who must complete a 254/255? See Addendum #1.
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1.9 Please clarify if resumes are required separately from the those in the 255. Resu mes  should b e include d in the Pre liminary Pr oposa l in addition to

those which might be included as part of the SF 254/255 Forms.

1.10 W ould you co nsider c hanging  the time  of delivery to 2:0 0 or 3:00  pm to

allow  for F edE x De livery?

No.

1.11 Please clarify what is in volume 1 and what is in volume 2 and how many

copies (bound and unbound) of each volume.

The City is unclear as to what the question means by “Volume 1" and

“Volume 2" as no s uch delineations are made  in the RFPP.  Proposers

have  flexib ility on wheth er to in clude the ir Pre limin ary Pr oposal m ateria ls in

one or m ore “volum es”; provided, however, that the City does require that

the financial package (Section 4(C) materials) and any pre-printed

materials be included in separate “volum es”.

W ith respect to the number of originals and copies of the Pre liminary

Proposal required, as noted in Section 6 of the RFPP, the City requires 15

bound copies, one bound original and one unbound original (for a total of

17 sets) of each “volume” submitted.

1.12 Please clarify how each separate portion of the submittal should be

marked.

See item 1.11 above.  Proposers should follow the outline of Section 4 of

the RFPP for purposes of organizing the Preliminary Proposals; provided,

however, Proposers s hall be allowed to include a 5 page executive

summ ary at the beginning of the Preliminary Proposal (the executive

summary shall not count toward the 35 page limit set forth in Section 6 of

the RFPP).

1.13 Please c larify if p rojec t descriptio n are  requ ired s eparately f rom  those in

the 255.

Project descriptions should be prepared a nd included in the Preliminary

Proposal in addition to those which might be included as part of the SF

254/25 5 Form s.  Propo sers are  urged to  carefully revie w the req uirem ents

of Paragraph A for the project reference information that is required to be

included with each project reference.

1.14 Will the signal and crossing warning equipment installation be part of the

D/B co ntact?

Responsibility for procurement and installation of railroad signal and

crossing protection equipment will be identified in the RFP.

2.1 Can you please clarify the definition of team, how you see that and how

that works with the requirements for, for instance, the legal and financial

information.  And I'm asking because I'd like to know if you'd like financial

statements from every member of the team, or only the subcontractor or

contrac tor design  team , cut dow n on the a mou nt of inform ation pres ented. 

See Addendum #1.

2.2 Rega rding the D BE goa ls, appare ntly they have n ot yet been  determ ined. 

Can you give us some target range that we could shoot for what had the

DBE g oal will be for this  team . 

See item 1.6 and 1.7 above.
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2.3 The City has done a great deal of work for right of way acquisition.  What

do you see the design build's team responsibility for right of way acquisition

once the project starts given the large amount of work? 

Specific details about the Design-Build Contractor’s responsibility for right

of wa y acqu isition  work  shall b e set  forth  in the R FP.  C onceptu ally,

however, the City currently intends to undertake significant survey, legal

description and appraisal work in advance of issuing the RFP and award of

the contract.  To the extent the City is unable to complete such work and/or

additional right of way requirements are identified, the City may include

som e or a ll of su ch rig ht of w ay wo rk in th e De sign -Build  Con tractor’s

scope.

2.4 Is it possible that the resumes that are included in the Preliminary Proposal

be re mo ved f rom  the 35-pa ge lim itation  and in cluded ba ck in  an ap pendix

to demonstrate the capability of some of the people?

Yes, resumes may be put in an appendix and shall not be counted towards

the 40 page limit (note that a 5 page executive summary has now been

added to the 35 page limit per item 1.12 ab ove).

Other items which are not included in the 40 page limit are the surety letter

required under Section D.1, the past performance information required

under Section E, a separate financial package and pre-printed material, the

Industrial Safety Record forms (see Attachment 2), Contractor Information

forms (see Attachment 3), Contractor Certification forms (see Attachment

4) and SF254 and SF255 forms.

2.5 In addition to the documents that are provided, is there going to be

additional geotech information and utilities information developed by the

current p rojec t team  and w hat th e ava ilability of  that is  going  to be .  W ill it

be made available at the time of the RFP?

See item 1.1 and item 1.2 above.

2.6 Cou ld the  City m ake  availa ble co pies  of the  proje ct m anagem ent te am ’s

proposal and contract?  Will that be prior to the due date of the RFPP or

will that be later?

The proposal and contract are currently available from Sierra Legal

Duplicating.

2.7 Could you clarify, in the design part of the team, given a lead designer and

some sub designers, level two designers, how many 255's and how many

254s do you really want? 

See item 1.8 above.

2.8 In line with the 254 and 255 questions, why is the City requiring them since

most of the information you've requested throughout other sections in the

RFP P is in the 25 4, 255. 

The City has made the determination that, while there is some overlap

betwee n the 254 /255 form s and the  inform ation requ ested in S ections A -I,

both the forms and the requested information will be required.  See

Addendum #1.
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2.9 Comm ent on the industry review process?  Specifically, I assume that the

City will, once you  get pre-q ualified team s, take th e oppo rtunity to me et with

those teams and discuss systematically a variety of issues from

construction to design to contract.  Do you have enough time, based on

your s chedule n ow to  get to  everybody?  Is that go ing to  be a b iweekly,

three times a day, can you give us some feel for that, please?

The  City is c urrently develop ing its  plans  for ind ustry r eview , whic h it

anticipates undertaking following the shortlisting of respondents to the

RFPP.  The current intent is that the City shall issue draft RFP, scope of

work and contract documents or summaries/term sheets to the shortlisted

team s.  The s hortlisted tea ms w ill be asked  to provide w ritten com men ts to

the City within a specified period.  Following receipt of the written

com men ts, the City m ay sched ule one-o n-one a nd/or gro up m eetings to

discuss issues and comments that have been identified by the shortlisted

teams.

Specific details concerning the industry review process will be made

available to the shortlisted teams following shortlisting.

2.10 Will the City have a QA QC independent of the designer or contractor –the

RFP P ind icate s tha t this is  being  contem plated by the City?

The City has not yet made this determination and is analyzing different

QC/QA models.  Requirements for QC/QA shall be set forth in the RFP.

Proposers are urged, however, to carefully review the requirements of

Section A and include all required information regarding QC/QA, including

QC/QA personnel, QC/QA experience and the QC/QA function.

2.11 Could you please comment on the grade crossing as to who actually takes

care of getting those permits and when that starts.

The N evada P ublic Utilities Co mm ission ha s jurisdiction  with respe ct to

grade crossings and grade separations.  Specific details about the Design-

Build Contractor’s responsibility for procuring permits for grade crossings

and  grad e sep aratio ns shall be  set fo rth in th e RF P.  Co nceptua lly,

however, the City currently anticipates initiating the permit process

rega rding  grad e cro ssings fo r the s hoo fly trac k.  To the  extent the  City is

unable to procure the grade crossing permits for the shoofly track and/or

additional p erm it or regulator y issues a re identified (in cluding p erm its

associated with the grade crossings and grade separations related to the

corridor and trench), the City may include some or all of such work in the

Design-Build Contractor’s scope.
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2.12 Do I u nde rstan d cor rectly th at the  City is g oing t o be the pe rm itting a gency,

will have eve rything don e for the u tilities and will have a n agree men t with

Fitzgerald's regarding underpinning so the Design-Build Contractor will not

have to undertake such activities? 

The City will only be the permitting agency for permits traditionally issued

by the City and the Design-Build Contractor shall be responsible for

securin g such  perm its in accor dance  with applica ble law an d stand ard City

policies and procedures.

W ith res pec t to oth er Pr ojec t perm its, the  City inte nds  to pro cure  as m any

perm its as it is able to p rior to awa rd of the C ontract.  T o the exte nt the City

is able  to secure  such per mits , they w ill be ide ntified  in the R FP.  S pec ific

details about the Design-Build Contractor’s responsibility for procuring

Project permits shall be set forth in the RFP.

With respect to utilities, the City is currently in the process of discussing

and ne gotiating m aster utility agree men ts with the re levant utility

companies.  To the extent the City is able to secure such agreements, they

will be id entifie d with  the R FP.  S pec ific de tails abou t the D esign-Bu ild

Contractor’s responsibility for utility relocations and procuring permits from

and/or agreements with utilities shall be set forth in the RFP.

With respect to agreements with other third parties, specific details about

the Design-Build Contractor’s responsibility shall be set forth in the RFP.

2.13 Do you have agreements in place with the investor owned utilities that they

will move their facilities within the City rights of way and on a schedule?

See item 2.12 above.

3.1 Section A.2 requests we provide a res ume synops is for each key staff

member.  The 35-page limitation makes it difficult to adequately present

the qualifications of the key personnel required in this section.

See item 2.4 above.

3.2 Sec tion C .5 specifie s tha t the fin anc ial info rmation  be pa cka ged  sepa rately

for each entity.  We interpret this to mean the requirements of C.1 through

C.4, which include the audited financial statements, any required

explanations, and the required auditor letters.

Correc t.
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3.3 Section C, Paragraph 1 states that a Guarantor will be required for any

equity member that “does not have audited financials, or if it fails to meet

the minimum financial requirements stated in the RFPP...” We could not

locate any other references to “minimum financial requirements” in the

RFPP.

The quoted text in the question is incorrect.  The reference is to “minimum

financial requirements stated in the RFP.”

The C ity is currently ana lyzing whethe r it will include a m inimum  net worth

or other financial threshold in the RFP which may be satisfied by the

Proposer or through a guarantor.  Specific details regarding any minimum

financial requirements and the requirement for (and of) a guarantor shall be

set forth in the RFP.  Proposers should note, however, that (i) the City may

also specify that an acceptable guarantor is required as a condition of

shortlisting and (ii) a guarantor must be proposed by a Proposer under the

circum stance s desc ribed in Se ction C.1 .  

3.4 We understand that the surety letter, past performance information,

Industrial Safety Record Form, Contractor Information Form, Contractor

Certification, SF254, and SF255 are to be included w ithin the Preliminary

Propo sal volum e and no t with the sep arately bou nd financ ial packa ge.  W e

reco mm end  that th is info rmation  be bo und  sepa rately.

The items identified in the question need not be included within the

Preliminary Proposal volume and may be bound/included in appendices or

a separate volume.  See item 1.11, item 1.12 and item 2.4 above.

3.5 Section 6 refers to the submittal of “pre-printed materials” as being

includ ed in th e Pre limin ary Pr oposal.  C larify the “pre -prin ted m ateria l”

requested.

By pre-printed materials, the City means corporate brochures and

marketing-type materials.  None is requested or required but may be

included in the Proposer’s discretion.  Note, however, that the City does not

gua rante e tha t suc h m ateria l will be r eview ed an d sho uld be  viewe d as o nly

for general information purposes.

3.6 Section 6, the first paragraph states: “... and SF254 and SF255 forms must

be completed for the team, equity team mem bers, and any team mem ber

that will have primary responsibility for design work and any team mem ber

that will have responsibility for construction work...”  The paragraph further

states: “The SF254 and SF255 forms are required only for the team

members proposed to perform design work for the project.”  The

information contained in the SF254 and SF255 is a duplication of the

information required throughout Section A an d B of the Preliminary

Proposals.

See items 1.8 and 2.8 above.

3.7 Attachment 1, The 2nd paragraph on page 1-1 states the documents listed

are all (emphasis added) in the public domain and may be available from

other sources.  The City has made the documents available for purchase

through  Sierra Le gal Dup licating, Inc. SL D). Sev eral of the d ocum ents

listed  are n ot in the pub lic dom ain.  D oes  this m ean  they a re on ly availa ble

through SLD?

What is meant by “in the public domain” is that the documents are public

documents, not confidential and are available to the public.  In this case,

the C ity has  ma de the arra ngeme nts to  ma ke s uch  docu me nts availab le

through SLD, as described in the RFPP.
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3.8 Section 4, Subsection D surety bonds, the 2nd paragraph states: “The

evidence regarding bonding capacity should take the form of a letter from a

surety or insurance company indicating that such capacity exists for the

team .”  Please c larify if you want se parate s urety letters fro m the  equity

partners  or participa nts of the  team  versus  a single letter c overing a ll equity

partners.

In conn ection with th e RFP P, sepa rate letters fo r the individua l equity

participan ts are ac ceptab le, as is a sing le letter cove ring all equity

participants.  Proposers should note, however, that the ultimate contract

and RFP requirement shall be that payment and performance bonds be

issued covering the team.

3.9 The required order of packaging the RFPP is not clear.  In addition, it is not

clear ex actly what is c onsider ed in the 35 -page lim it.

See item 1.11, item 1.12, item 2.4 and item 3.4 above.

3.10 Section A.2, this section requires that the key staff members who would be

assigned to the project be identified.  The RFPP does not provide direction

or discussion of the possibility that when the project is awarded, June 2002,

the personnel submitted with the Preliminary Proposal might no longer be

available for a position on the project.  Employment within the construction

industry is dynamic.  Individuals are assigned to other project, leave the

employ of the employer for a number of reasons or retire.  Some provision

needs to be made to reflect the dynamics of the availability to provide the

key personnel when the project is awarded.

While the City recognizes personnel availability and scheduling issues

impact the Proposers, Proposers are urged only to identify and proffer

person nel that they b elieve will be av ailable for, an d intend to a ssign to

work on, the ReTRAC project for the positions identified.  Procedures

concerning key staff change s will be set forth in the RFP; however,

requests to implement such changes will be reviewed very carefully by the

City and subject to City approval.  Failure to obtain City approval for such

chang es m ay result in disq ualification of  the Prop oser by the  City. 

Requests for key staff changes will be analyzed on a case by case basis.

3.11 Section A.6, this section indicates that the prequalificant must describe the

team’s experience involving design and construction QC and QA

programs.  It further asks for a description of how the team has structured

the QC /QA fu nction to ins ure indep enden t and pro fession al quality

decisions and control.  It then goes onto indicate the exact form required

for this structure might be defined by the City or possibly implemented by

the City.  To submit a representative Preliminary Proposal, the

prequalificant must have an understanding as to what the City’s intentions

are regarding the structure this aspect of the project is to assume.  Without

this direction, it is not reasonable to expect one team to propose one

meth od of stru cture for  this organ ization and o thers diffe rent strictur es with

a clear understanding of what the City expects.

The City respectfully disagrees.  The City views QC/QA experience and the

QC/Q A  function  as very im portant to th e succ ess of th e Projec t.  The C ity

believes th at the Pro posers  should b e able to de scribe the ir QC/Q A

experience and approach to QC/QA for a project of the nature of the

Project without regard to the specific details of the City’s expectations and

QC/QA requirements.

3.12 Section 6, it is the intent of this paragraph that the primary design firm

complete Attachments 2, 3, and 4, which are generally contractor related

forms.

Yes.
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3.13 Please clarify the issue of indemnification that will be provided, if any, to the

design/build contractor from any future environmental spills, releases and

upset c onditions  that ma y result in  harm  or increa sed risk  to hum an hea lth

or the environment after the project is completed should the railroad or

other transportation operator have an accident or upset condition that

results in contamination to the roadbed, subsurface soils or groundwater

near or within the Truckee River or other environm ental sensitive

thoroughfare in the vicinity of the entire project site.

The City is currently developing its approach to risk allocation with respect

to hazardous materials and other risk items.  The RFP will set forth the

City’s determination and allocation concerning all risk issues.

3.14 Please clarify how changes to site conditions will be addressed and

resolved after contract award, where site conditions and other findings

differ from that information made available from prior geotech,

environmental sampling and permitting, utility systems or other relevant

information was developed and provided by others before the contract

award.

See item 3.13 above.

3.15 In Section E.2 and E.3, use of the terms “major capital projects” and

“capital project”.  We would consider the terms to be interchangeable and

to mean projects in excess of $100 million.

The  City views m ajor c apita l proje cts a nd ca pital p rojec ts as  proje cts in

excess of $25 million.

3.16 In Section I.6, “…project which resulted in assessment of liquidated

damages or stipulated damages…” This is interpreted to mean final

completion penalties assessed and actually paid at project completion.

The City intends that Proposers report liquidated damages or stipulated

damages assessments at any time during a project, not just final

completion penalties.  However, if such damages were assessed but not

paid through settlement or negotiations with the project owner, they need

not be included.  Note that unresolved instances of assessed liquidated or

stipulated damages (i.e., currently subject to negotiations or challenge,

etc.) should be included.

3.17 There is a request for a “bound original” and an “unbound original” of the

submittal.  Please clarify unbound vs. bound, e.g., if the intent is for

unbound copy is to be able to remove the pages freely, does a three-ring

binder in c ontrast to s piral binding m eet that req uirem ent?

The unbound copy should be free of holes or binding.

3.18 Section 4(G) requires the respondent to “describe how each team member

has achieved contract goals for participation of disadvantaged business

enterprises in five public sector projects.” Please clarify the term team

members. Is it meant to mean only the equity participants? Are you

requiring a total of five projects for the team or must we provide information

on five projects per team mem ber? 

See Addendum #1.

W ith respec t to the num ber of pro jects, five fo r the entire te am is s ufficient.
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3.19 May w e com bine d esign firm s’ SF 255s into  a sing le pro ject s pec ific

submittal as is typical?  Normally, the SF255 Block 10, Additional

Information, is used to discuss project approach – what are your

expecta tions  for th is sec tion g iven th at sim ilar ap proa ch inf orm ation  is

requ este d as p art of  the R FPP  subm ittal?

See Addendum #1.

3.20 Attachm ent 4, A. 1 - W ith regard to  "Has the  entity ever failed  to com plete

work it agreed to perform," we read this to be termination for default or

termin ation for ca use.  Also , there is no  time bo undary on  this ques tion.  In

orde r to provide  an un qua lified re sponse  base d due  diligen ce, w ill

"termination for default or for cause in the past five (5) years" be

acceptable? 

The City will accept a time limit of 5 years.

W ith respec t to “failed to co mple te work  it agreed to  perform ”, the City

means (i) terminations for default or cause; and (ii) instances where the

entity has terminated a contract or not completed work through its own

voluntary action or decision (as opposed to a termination for convenience

by a project owner).

3.21 E.1 (on p. 10) - In order to provide an unqualified response based upon

due diligence, this question also needs to have a time limit such as five (5)

years as  provided  for unde r E.2.4-E .4.  Also, plea se clarify pe nultima te

sentence.  We are a large international company and we have no database

that could track where an owner has made an allegation of a material

breach.  We doubt that any of our large competitors could provide an

unqualified answer to this question either.  This is not limited to written

allega tions  nor d oes  it ident ify who  ma kes  the a llegat ion.  P lease clar ify.

The C ity will accept a tim e limit of 5 yea rs.  

In addition, the City modifies the section by deleting the requirement for

inclusion of situations involving an allegation of material breach, unless

such a llegation is the  subjec t of a curre nt arbitration, litigation , dispute

review board or other dispute resolution proceeding.

3.22 A.1 (on p. 5) - With regard to, "Project references must include the original

contract amount and completion deadline, the final contract amount and

com pletion date …." --W e conc luded  tha t the "original co ntract am ount"

equals "estimated total installed cost at contract signing" and "final contract

amo unt" equa ls "total installed c ost (fore cast or a ctual)" Is this c orrect?

Yes.

3.23 Sect. 3 - Procurement Process and Contract Requirements (pg. 3 of 18)

Definition and standing of "shortlist team".  What if, once a team is qualified

it wants to charge its internal structure.  Will this be allowed?  If a company

becomes a principal at a later date, will the City permit this, assuming

financial strength of team either remains the same or increases?

Procedures concerning organizational/equity participant changes will be set

forth in the RFP; however, requests to implement such changes will be

reviewed  very caref ully by the City and s ubject to C ity approval.  Fa ilure to

obtain City approval for such changes may result in disqualification of the

Proposer by the City.  Requests for organizational/equity participant

changes will be analyzed on a case by case basis.

3.24 May DBE/WBE firms be added to a "team" at a later date without

disqualifying "te am fr om s hortlist?

Yes, DBE firms may be added later as the City does not expect that the

Propo sers ha ve identified a ll subcon tractors a t this time; provided,

however, that changes to equity participants, key staff and other major

subco ntractors  shall be ca refully reviewe d by the City an d subje ct to

approval as a condition to continued participation in the procurement

process.
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3.25 Sect. 4.G -  Participation of Disadvantaged Business  Enterprise (DBE) -

City has stated they will issue DBE plan at RFP.  Will plan be inclusive of

use of WBE & MBE  firms as well as DBE firms?

There is no separate distinction in the State of Nevada for WBE and MBE

firm s.  DB E firm s ce rtified  by ND OT  as N evad a DB Es a t leas t 5 days

before the date on which the final proposals in response  to the RFP are

due  will be th e rele vant c ateg ory.

3.26 The Geotechnical Engineer has recommended slurry walls as the

“preferre d” me thod for c onstruc tion of the e xcava tion supp ort system . Is

the owner open to alternative suggestions for other methods if it can be

demonstrated that other methods are suitable for this site? 

Specific requirements and limitations concerning alternatives and the

submission of alternatives will be set forth in the RFP.  However, in general

terms, the City will welcome and encourage Proposers to innovate and

submit suitable alternatives.

3.27 Page 13 of 18, paragraph 5 states: “No entity...actively engaged...as a

consultant to the City...shall be entitled to submit a Preliminary Proposal....” 

Please indicate as to which date “actively engaged” applies (is it the

submittal date of September 7, 2001?).  This may be crucial to those

consu ltants curre ntly termina ting contra cts as to th eir eligibility to

participate.

Entities or individuals who are currently doing work for the City concerning

the Proje ct are no t eligible to subm it a Prelimin ary Propo sal or par ticipate

on a design-build team.  If an entity or individual substantially completes

their work, as determined by the City, on or before September 7, 2001, the

Preliminary Proposal Due Da te, they will be eligible to submit a Preliminary

Proposal and participate on a design-build team.

To ensure eligibility, those entities which are currently doing work for the

City concerning the Project and anticipate substantial completion on or

before September 7, 2001 should request the City’s concurrence that

substantial completion has occurred or will occur as soo n as po ssible. 

The City will review such requests on a case by case basis and issue a

written determ ination to such  individ ual or  entity.


